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be conceived after the fashion of accidents, nor can it derive its
reality from them. On the contrary accidents are commonly
conceived by Philosophers after the fashion of substance, viz. as
often as they are said to be real accidents; for no reality (i.e. no
kind of being1 other than modal) can be ascribed to them, which is
not taken from the idea of substance.

Nay, when you say that the idea of God possesses reality only
owing to the fact that we have heard certain attributes predicated of
Him2, I should like you to tell us whence men at the beginning,
the men from whom we have learned them, drew this very idea of
God. If it was from themselves, why may we not derive this same
idea from ourselves? If from a revelation by God, this proves that
God exists.

Moreover in your next statement, that he who says that any-
thing is infinite attributes to a thing which he does not comprehend
a name which he does not understand*, you fail to distinguish an
exercise of intellect conformable to the scale of our understanding,
such as each one of us experiences himself to employ in thinking
about the infinite, with a concept adequate to the things, such as
no one possesses not only in the matter of the infinite but perhaps
not even in connection with aoy thing else however small. Neither
is it true that the infinite is apprehended by a negation of boundary
or limitation, since on the contrary all limitation contains a negation
of the infinite.

Further it is not the case that the idea which represents all those
perfections which we ascribe to God contains no more objective reality
than finite things have'1. You yourself confess that these perfections
are amplified by our understanding in order to be ascribed to God.
Do you, then, not think that the things which are so augmented
are not greater than those that have not been so dealt with?
Again, what can account for the power of amplifying all created
perfections, i.e. of conceiving something greater or more ample than
they, unless the fact that the idea of something greater, viz. of God,
exists in us ? Finally, neither is it true that God will mean some-
thing very little, unless He be greater than as conceived by us; for
He is conceived as infinite and nothing can be greater than the
infinite. You, however, confuse intellectual activity with imagina-
tion, and feign that we imagine God after the fashion of some huge
man, in the same way as if one who had never seen an elephant

1 entitas.                           2 Cf. above, p. 158, par. 3.

3 Ibid. par. 4.                     4 Above, p. 159, par. 1.